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Abstract 
The aim of this research is to determine the multiple intelligence domains and the learning styles of the teacher candidates who 
did not take the teacher training education yet (1st grade) and the teacher candidates who are at the final finishing stage of the 
education faculty (4th grade). It is thought that to know from which learning style the teacher candidate has which dominant 
intelligence domain would be helpful for the teacher candidates who want to instruct as sensitive to both concepts. In the light of 
the findings obtained at the end of the research, certain suggestions are made.    
Keywords: Multiple intelligence,  learning styles, teacher candidates. 
1. Introduction 
In the present century; two important theories have been put forward in order to explain the individual differences, 
and to arrange learning environments according to these individual differences. First one of these is The Learning 
Styles Theory which deals with how the individuals obtained, processed, and remembered the new and difficult 
academic informations; and the other one is The Multiple Intelligence Theory which explains that individuals have 
different multiple intelligence domains, and all of the individuals can learn if they are taught by regarding their 
dominant intelligence domains. Learning Styles Theory suggests to change the traditional instructional methods to 
benefit from the individuals’ learning styles; and features the process by emphasizing how to perform the 
instruction. Whereas The Multiple Intelligence Theory emphasizes what to be instructed, in other words, the 
product.            
The Multiple Intelligence Theory which provides a new approach in education is also the most important theory 
put forward in personal development area. The essence of the theory contains life long development and learning 
(Saban, 2001). According to The Multiple Intelligence Theory, every individual can have different level multiple 
intellegence domains. The individuals can be highly developed in certain intelligence domains, and less developed 
in certain other intelligence domains (Checkly, 1997; Saban, 2001). In education, this means that the individuals 
who have different intelligence types have different learning styles. Every student can learn when the instructional 
activities were arranged according to the students’ intelligence types. The teachers should use different instructional 
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approaches as much as possible for each intelligence type in instructional activities. Categorizing the students in 
different intelligence domains does not mean that they should keep the certain determined levels in those 
intelligence domains. Every individual can improve their intelligence levels upto certain levels as long as they had 
the sufficient education (Gardner, 1983).          
In order to apply this approach efficiently at schools, especially the teachers should be educated in this subject. 
AçÕkgöz and his colleagues stated in their research that “the individuals’ preferences about instructional methods 
were affected by their own learning style preferences (AçÕkgöz, AçÕkgöz and Sezgin, 1999). Mostly, every educator 
teaches by using their most powerful intelligence domains (Saban, 2001). Therefore; it is important for the teachers 
to know especially their own intelligence domains for developing course plans based on the multiple intelligence 
theory when they start to their professional life in the future.    
Moreover, the experimental studies done have shown that performing the instruction which is based on the  
individuals’ learning styles; or regarding the individuals’ learning styles caused to increasement in learnings of the 
students, and caused to positive changes on their attitudes towards learning (Dunn, Denig & Lovelace, 2001). 
Similarly, having increasement on the quality and the quantity of the informations learned, and having positive 
changes on the students’ attitudes towards learning as well at the end of the instruction done regarding the 
individuals’ dominant intelligence domains is one of the findings obtained by the researches done (Campbell,1996). 
Both The Multiple Intelligence Theory of Gardner, and The Learning Styles Theory founded by Jung have been 
focussed on by many educators in terms of individualized instruction. In practice, while some of the educators try to 
use both of them in education by attributing similar functions to both; Gardner regards the multiple intelligence 
domains as the “productional” skills, and the learning styles are known as bearing “perceptional” features unlikely. 
At this point, it is important to investigate the correlation between The Multiple Intelligence and The Learning 
Styles.       
In this research, it is aimed to determine the differentiation of the teacher candidates who did not take the teaching 
education yet, and the teacher candidates who would be graduated soon from Education Faculty according to 
multiple intelligence domains, and learning styles. And for this purpose, the following sub-problems are determined;   
 
1. How is the distribution and differentiation of the preservice teacher candidates who did not take the teaching 
education yet, and the Preservice teacher candidates who would be graduated soon from Education Faculty 
according to intelligence domains based on the multiple intelligence theory ? 
2. How is the distribution and differentiation of the Science teacher candidates who did not take the teaching 
education yet, and the Science teacher candidates who would be graduated soon from Education Faculty 
according to intelligence domains based on the multiple intelligence theory? 
3. How is the distribution and differentiation of the Social sciences teacher candidates who did not take the 
teaching education yet, and the Social sciences teacher candidates who would be graduated soon from 
Education Faculty according to intelligence domains based on the multiple intelligence theory? 
4. How is the distribution of the learning styles of the teacher candidates who did not take the teaching education 
yet, and the teacher candidates who would be graduated soon according to their departments? 
5. Is there any significant difference between the learning styles of the teacher candidates who did not take the 
teaching education yet, and the teacher candidates who would be graduated soon from Education Faculty 
according to their departments? 
2. Method 
2.1. Research Model  
In this research, the correlational research model which tries to describe the existing situation as is was used 
(Karasar, 1999). The research sample consists of 1st grade and 4th grade teacher candidates reading at Preservice 
Teachers Education (1st grade N=39; 4th grade N=48), Science Education (1st grade N=35; 4th grade N=26), and 
Social Sciences Education (1st grade N=41; 4th grade N=16) Departments of Elementary Education Department of 
Adnan Menderes University. 55 % of the teacher candidates consisting of the sample are female (N=76), and 45 % 
of them are male (N= 62).     
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2.2. Data Collection Tools  
In the research, the multiple intelligences inventory and learning styles inventory were used.    
Multiple Intelligence Domains Inventory: In the research, “Multiple Intelligence Inventory for The Educators” 
developed by Saban (2001), and “Personal Information Form” containing 7 questions were used as data collection 
tools. The inventory developed by Saban (2001) was prepared as Likert type, and consists of 10 sections and 80 
items. In each section, one question for each of the eight intelligence domains exists, and totally 8 questions exist. In 
the research done, the Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient of the inventory was calculated as .88. The inventory 
was developed according to five-choice Likert type grading system, and each attitude expression was scored as 
“strongly disagree = 0”, “disagree =1”, “partially agree =2”, “agree =3”, and “strongly agree =4”. Scoring of the 
total points for each intelligence domain is given at Table 1 (Saban, 2001). 
 
Table 1. Scoring of the total points for each intelligence domain 
 
Total Points for The 
Intelligence Domain 
Development Level of The 
Intelligence Domain 
Scoring of The Total Points 
for The Intelligence Domain 
Between 32-40 Highly Developed 5
Between 24-31  Developed 4 
Between 16-23  Middle Developed 3 
Between 8-15  Less Developed 2 
Between 0-7  Undeveloped  1 
 
Kolb Learning Styles Inventory: In order to determine the learning styles of the teacher candidates, the Kolb 
Learning Styles Inventory – III whose validity and reliability studies were performed by Gencel (2006) was used. 12 
completion items exist in the inventory. Four choices existing in each item are scored as from 1 to 4 points. The 
minimum score taken from the inventory is 12, and the maximum score is 48. After this scoring, combined scores 
are calculated. The combined scores are obtained as Abstract Conceptualization (A.C.) - Concrete Experience 
(C.E.), and Active Experience (A.E.)- Reflective Observation (R.O.), and the scores taken after this operation range 
from -36 to +36. The positive score obtained by A.C.-C.E. displays that the learning is abstract, and the negative 
score displays that the learning is concrete; similarly, the scores obtained by A.E.- R.O. display that the learning is 
active or reflective. According to this, there are four learning styles in Kolb’s learning style model; diverger, 
assimilator, converger, and accommodator. According to Kolb’s learning style model; the accommodator learning 
style contains Concrete Experience (C.E.), and Active Experience (A.E.), the diverger learning style contains 
Concrete Experience (C.E.), and Reflective Observation (R.O.), the assimilator learning style contains Abstract 
Conceptualization (A.C.), and Reflective Observation (R.O.), and the converger learning style contains Abstract 
Conceptualization (A.C.), and Active Experience (A.E.).            
2.3. Data Analysis 
 In data analysis, in order to compare the teacher candidates according to their departments, the frequency analysis 
and unrelated t-test were applied. The analyses were performed by SPSS 11.5 packaged software program. The 
significance level is taken as  0.05.   
3. Results (Findings) 
In this research, the findings obtained for the sub-problems and the discussion are given below. 
 
3.1. Sub-problem of the 1.study:   
“How is the distribution and differentiation of the Preservice teacher candidates who did not take the teaching 
education yet, and the Preservice teacher candidates who would be graduated soon from Education Faculty 
according to intelligence domains based on the multiple intelligence theory ?” was asked. In order to answer this 
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question, the distribution, arithmetical average, and the differentiation of the teacher candidates according to the 
multiple intelligence domains are given at Table 2. 
 
Table 2. The Distribution of The Preservice Teacher Candidates On The Multiple Intelligence Domains According to The Grade Level 
 
 Level  N Means  Standart Deviation t p 
1. level 39 3.410 .677 Verbal- Linguistic 
4. level 48 3.667 .753 
1.651 .099 
1. level 39 4,205 ,656 Logical - Mathematical 
4. level 48 4,146 ,652 
.421 .675 
1. level 39 4,103 ,754 Visual - Spatial 
4. level 48 3,937 ,665 
1.084 .281 
1. level 39 3,820 ,997 Musical - Ryhtmical 
4. level 48 3,292 ,988 
2.473 .015* 
1. level 39 3,846 ,708 Bodily- Kinesthetic 
4. level 48 3,979 ,729 
.857 .394 
1. level 39 3,718 ,759 Social 
4. level 48 3,729 ,736 
.070 .945 
1. level 39 4,051 ,456 Instinctive 
4. level 48 3,708 ,651 
2.781 .007* 
1. level 39 3,641 ,777 Naturalist 
4. level 48 3,646 ,863 
.027 .979 
 
When these values are examined at Table 2, such a distribution has been seen that the logical-mathematical 
intelligence domain is “developed” at 1st and 4th grades, whereas visual-spatial intelligence and instinctive 
intelligence domains are only “developed” at 1st grade, and the other intelligence domains are “middle level 
developed” at 1st and 4th grades. When t-test was performed for unrelated samples in order to investigate whether 
there is a significant difference between the classes, it has been seen that there is a significant difference between 1st 
and 4th grades for musical- rhythmic intelligence domain, and instinctive intelligence domain. When the averages 
for musical- rhythmic intelligence domains are examined, although they are seen within the same developmental 
level, it has been determined that there is a significant difference between them. Starting from this difference, when 
the averages of the teacher candidates are examined, it has been seen that the result is in favour of the 1st grade 
teacher candidates. And for the instinctive intelligence domain, it has been seen that the difference is in favour of 1st 
grade teacher candidates.  
2. Sub-problem of the 2. Study:  “How is the distribution and differentiation of the Science teacher candidates 
who did not take the teaching education yet, and the Science teacher candidates who would be graduated soon from 
Education Faculty according to intelligence domains based on the multiple intelligence theory?” was asked. In order 
to answer this question, the distribution, arithmetical average, and the differentiation of the teacher candidates 
according to the multiple intelligence domains are given at Table 3. 
 
Table 3. Distribution of The Science Teacher Candidates On The Multiple Intelligence Domains According to The Grade Level 
 
 Level N Means Standart Deviation t p 
1. level 35 3,086 ,6589 Verbal- Linguistic 
4. level 26 3,192 ,634 
.635 .528 
1. level 35 4,143 ,550 Logical - Mathematical 
4. level 26 4,346 ,562 
1.415 .162 
1. level 35 3,800 ,632 Visual - Spatial 
4. level 26 3,923 ,688 
.724 .472 
1. level 35 3,371 1,059 Musical - Ryhtmical 
4. level 26 3,000 1,058 
1.355 .181 
1. level 35 3,800 ,719 Bodily- Kinesthetic 
4. level 26 3,692 ,679 .592 .556 
1. level 35 3,829 ,568 Social 
4. level 26 3,538 ,706 1.778 .081 
1. level 35 3,686 ,676 Instinctive 
4. level 26 3,885 ,711 1.111 .271 
Naturalist 1. level 35 3,343 ,872 1.218 .228 
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 4. level 26 3,615 ,852   
 
When these values are examined at Table 3, such a distribution has been seen that the logical-mathematical 
intelligence domain is “developed” at 1st and 4th grades, and the other intelligence domains are “middle level 
developed” at 1st and 4th grades. When t-test was performed for unrelated samples in order to investigate whether 
there is a significant difference between the classes, it has been seen that there is no significant difference.  
3. Sub-problem of the 3. Study: “How is the distribution and differentiation of the Social sciences teacher 
candidates who did not take the teaching education yet, and the Social sciences teacher candidates who would be 
graduated soon from Education Faculty according to intelligence domains based on the multiple intelligence 
theory?” was asked. In order to answer this question, the distribution, arithmetical average, and the differentiation of 
the teacher candidates according to the multiple intelligence domains are given at Table 4.  
 
Table 4. Distribution of The Social Sciences Teacher Candidates On The Multiple Intelligence Domains According to The Grade Level 
 
 Level N Means Standart Deviation t p 
1. sÕnÕf 41 3,512 ,711 Verbal- Linguistic 
4. sÕnÕf 16 3,312 ,793 .922 .360 
1. sÕnÕf 41 3,658 ,762 Logical - Mathematical 
4. sÕnÕf 16 3,437 1,031 .889 .378 
1. sÕnÕf 41 3,634 ,698 Visual - Spatial 
4. sÕnÕf 16 3,625 ,619 .046 .964 
1. sÕnÕf 41 3,293 ,844 Musical - Ryhtmical 
4. sÕnÕf 16 3,250 1,000 .163 .871 
1. sÕnÕf 41 3,829 ,771 Bodily- Kinesthetic 
4. sÕnÕf 16 3,687 1,078 .555 .581 
1. sÕnÕf 41 3,658 ,855 Social 
4. sÕnÕf 16 3,812 ,910 .600 .551 
1. sÕnÕf 41 3,634 ,733 Instinctive 
4. sÕnÕf 16 3,875 ,718 1.120 .267 
1. sÕnÕf 41 3,707 ,928 Naturalist 
4. sÕnÕf 16 3,562 1,209 .485 .630 
 
When these values are examined at Table 4, such a distribution has been seen that all of the intelligence domains 
are “middle level developed” at 1st and 4th grades. When t-test was performed for unrelated samples in order to 
investigate whether there is a significant difference between the classes, it has been seen that there is no significant 
difference.  
4. Sub-problem of the 4. Study: “How is the distribution of the learning styles of the teacher candidates who did 
not take the teaching education yet, and the teacher candidates who would be graduated soon according to their 
departments” was asked. In order to answer this question, the distribution of the Preservice, Science, and Social 
Sciences teacher candidates according to the learning styles and the percentage values are given at Table 5, 6, 7 
respectively. 
 
Table 5. Distribution of The Preservice Teacher Candidates Who Did Not Take The Teaching Education Yet, and Who Would Be Graduated 
Soon According to The Learning Styles 
 
1. level 4. level  f % f % 
Converger 10 25.6 10 20.8 
Assimilator 23 59 9 18.8 
Diverger 5 12.8 16 33.3 
Accomodator 1 2.6 13 27.1 
 
It has been seen that the learning styles of the Preservice teacher candidates who did not take the teaching 
education yet are at most the assimilator style, and at least the accommodator learning style. Whereas when the 
learning styles of the teacher candidates who would be graduated soon are examined, it has been seen that they have 
at most diverger, then accommodator, and at least assimilator learning styles. It has been seen that the learning styles 
Nilgün Yenice and Hilal Aktamıs¸ / Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences 2 (2010) 3274–3281 3279
of the Preservice teacher candidates when they are about to be graduated are different than the learning styles of the 
teacher candidates who did not take the teaching education yet. 
 
Table 6. Distribution of The Science Teacher Candidates Who Did Not Take The Teaching Education Yet, and Who Would Be Graduated Soon 
According to The Learning Styles 
 
1. level 4. level  f % f % 
Converger 11 31.4 9 34.6 
Assimilator 17 48.6 9 34.6 
Diverger 5 14.3 4 15.4 
Accomodator 2 5.7 4 15.4 
 
When Table 6 is examined, it has been seen that the 1st grade teacher candidates who started to read at Science 
Education Department have at most the assimilator learning style, and at least the accommodator learning style. And 
it has been seen that the 4th grade teacher candidates who are about to be graduated from Science Education 
Department have mostly the converger and assimilator learning styles. And it has been determined that 4th grade 
Science teacher candidates have less diverger and accommodator learning styles.    
 
Table 7. Distribution of The Social Sciences Teacher Candidates Who Did Not Take The Teaching Education Yet, and Who Would Be 
Graduated Soon According to The Learning Styles 
 
1. level 4. level  f % f % 
Converger 8 19.5 6 37.5 
Assimilator 19 46.3 5 31.3 
Diverger 9 22 3 18.8 
Accomodator 5 12.2 2 12.5 
 
When Table 7 is examined, it has been determined that the Social Sciences teacher candidates who did not take 
the teaching education yet have at most the assimilator learning style, and at least the accommodator learning style. 
However, it has been seen that the 4th grade Social Sciences teacher candidates who are about to be graduated have 
mostly the converger and assimilator learning styles, and at least accommodator learning style. 
5. Sub-problem of the 5. Study: “Is there any significant difference between the learning styles of the teacher 
candidates who did not take the teaching education yet, and the teacher candidates who would be graduated soon 
from Education Faculty according to their departments?” was asked. In order to answer this question, the 
distribution of the Preservice, Science, and Social Sciences teacher candidates according to general learning styles 
and the percentage values are given at Table 8 respectively. 
 
Table 8. Distribution of The Preservice, Science, and Social Sciences Teacher Candidates According to The Learning Styles 
 
Preservice Teacher  Social Science Teacher Science Teacher   f % f % f % 
Converger 20 23 14 24.6 20 32.8 
Assimilator 32 36.8 24 42.1 26 42.6 
Diverger 21 24.1 12 21.1 9 14.8 
Accomodator 14 16.1 7 12.3 6 9.8 
 
When general learning styles of Preservice, Science, and Social Sciences Teacher are examined, it has been seen 
that the teacher candidates from these three departments have at most the assimilator learning style, then the 
converger and the diverger and at least the accommodator learning style. And when these departments are compared 
according to the grade level, it has been seen that 1st grade teacher candidates from these three departments have at 
most the assimilator learning style. However, whereas 4th grade Preservice Teacher candidates have at most the 
converger learning style, 4th grade Social Sciences and Science Teacher candidates have at most the assimilator 
learning style. 
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4. Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendation 
When the distribution of the teacher candidates according to the multiple intelligence domains are examined, it 
has been seen that distribution of the teacher candidates who are about to be graduated from Social Sciences 
Education Department on the multiple intelligence domains is in middle level, and distribution of the teacher 
candidates who are about to be graduated from Science Education and Preservice Teacher Education Department on 
the multiple intelligence domains is in middle level for the other intelligence domains except the logical and 
mathematical intelligence domains, and in highly developed level for the logical and mathematical intelligence 
domains. This is an expected result for the Science Teacher candidates who came from numeric departments at 
Secondary Education. Hamurcu, Günay and ÖzyÕlmaz (2003) had similarly reached to the same result at their 
researches done that Science Teacher candidates have highly developed logical-mathematical intelligence domains. 
However while it is expected for the Preservice Teacher candidates to have middle level developed intelligence 
domains for all of the intelligence domains, it has been seen that they are more developed in logical-mathematical 
intelligence domain. When the distribution of the teacher candidates according to the learning styles are examined;  
It has been seen that there were more Preservice teacher candidates who had the assimilator learning style before 
they took the teaching education, however it has been seen that the diverger learning style is more after they took the 
teaching education. Then according to this finding, it can be said that the Preservice teacher candidates performed a 
transition from abstract conceptualization to concrete experience during their education period. HasÕrcÕ (2006) in his 
research had concluded that the Preservice teacher candidates who did not take the teaching education yet have the 
assimilator learning style. This finding is consistent with the result obtained at this research. However for the 
Preservice teacher candidates who took the teaching education, having the diverger learning style is an unexpected 
result since they are expected to have the assimilator learning style.     
It has been seen that Science and Social Sciences teacher candidates had mostly the assimilator learning style 
before they took the teaching education, however it has been seen that there were more teacher candidates who have 
the assimilator and the converger learning styles after they took the teaching education. According to this result, 
while the Science and Social Sciences teacher candidates use their learning abilities only by abstract 
conceptualization and reflective observation at the beginning of their education period, at the end of the education 
period, active experience is also added into the learning abilities of some of them. The individuals having 
assimilator learning style prefer teaching and educating profession (Ekici, 2003). Therefore, it is an expected result 
for the individuals who did not take the teaching education yet to have the assimilator learning style. And this 
finding also displays that the teacher candidates who are reading at Science and Social Sciences Education 
Departments had more active experiences in their education periods.  
When the distribution of the teacher candidates on the learning styles are examined in general according to their 
departments, it has been seen that while all of the teacher candidates who did not take the teaching education yet 
have the assimilator learning style, the Preservice teacher candidates who are about to complete their teaching 
education use their abstract conceptualization and active experience learning abilities. And the Science and Social 
Sciences teacher candidates use their abstract conceptualization and reflective observation learning abilities.   
The following suggestions are made based on the findings of this research: 
x It is important for the teachers to recognize their own intelligence domains in terms of their roles in the learning 
environments. And for that reason, the multiple intelligence domains of the teacher candidates should be 
determined starting from 1st grade, and necessary environments should be provided for them to improve these.    
x More academic researchies can be done by broading the field of study. It can be said that by means of these 
studies, determining strategies how the students’ poor intelligence domains can be improved, and how they use 
their intelligence domains effectively, and performing the instructions according to these can improve the 
Professional formation of the teacher candidates. 
x The improvement of the intelligence domains and the learning styles of the teacher candidates can be put forward 
by means of a longitudinal study to be done during their four-year education period at Education Faculty. 
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